Abstract: Policy advocacy is an eminent feature of the activities of non-profit human service organizations (NPHSOs), allowing them to represent their constituencies, in addition to their core activity as providers of social services in welfare states. The article presents findings on the advocacy tactics of 47 NPHSOs in Israel, focusing on the ways in which partnership policies in the age of New Public Governance affect their activities. The findings reveal that the shift towards increased governmental funding and contracting-out to nonprofits, as part of the NPG scheme, increases opportunities for the NPHSOs to influence public policy, using a wide variety of both insider cooperative tactics and more confrontational outsider tactics. NPHSOs are firstly concerned with establishing their insider status, using cooperative tactics. After achieving this goal, they feel confident enough to turn to more aggressive outsider tactics, utilizing their relative power as major providers of social services.
Introduction
Policy advocacy, defined as efforts to influence public policy and thus to effect changes in the nonprofits' operating environment (Boris and Mosher-Williams 1998, 488; Ljubownikow and Crotty 2016) , is widely regarded as an eminent feature of the activities of nonprofit organizations (NPOs). This allows them to engage and represent their constituencies; give voice to diverse views and demands; promote economic and social justice; contribute to a more vital, active civil society, and strengthen democracy and equality of opportunity. While interest in nonprofit advocacy has grown in recent years, many studies have focused on those organizations whose main goal and core activity is advocacy (Child and Gronbjerg 2007; Gormley and Cymrot 2006; McCarthy and Castelli 2002) . However, these amount to only a small percentage of the NPOs active in many countries. In human services, most nonprofit activity is undertaken by organizations that combine advocacy with the provision of social servicesusually their core activity (Bass, Abramson, and Dewey 2014) . They represent disadvantaged, excluded, and vulnerable populations, mediating between these groups and government agencies, and providing a way to bring group concerns to broader public attention, and push for policy or broader social change (Berry 2001; Buffardi, Pekkanen, and Smith 2017; Kimberlin 2010; Pekkanen, Smith, and Tsujinaka 2014; Reid 1999; Salamon and Geller 2008) . Policy advocacy by NPOS has been criticized for promoting "special interests" and exerting disproportionate powerful influence on political decision making through large expenditures of organizational funds for advocacy, as well as for promoting socially and politically conservative policy agendas (Reid 1999) .
While interest has been growing in the role of nonprofit human service organizations (NPHSOs) in policy advocacy, there is still scant knowledge about the ways in which they carry-out their advocacy activities, and how changes related to governments' adoption of New Public Governance ideas are affecting them. This lack of scholarly research is especially evident in settings outside the USA (Almog-Bar and Schmid 2014).
The present article aims to broaden understanding of advocacy tactics in the age of New Public Governance. It presents findings of an exploratory study of advocacy activities undertaken by 47 NPHSOs providing services to children, youth, and people with disabilities in Israel. The research utilized qualitative methods to address two main questions: a) how do NPHSOs perceive and analyze their tactical choices and their outcomes? and b) how do they interpret their tactics and relations with the government in the context of their organizational environment, characterized as it is by the contracting-out of social services and collaboration between the government and the NPHSOs.
As in many other countries, Israel has witnessed a tremendous growth of its nonprofit sector. This was especially evident during the 1990s. In economic terms, the Israeli non-profit sector is now one of the largest in the world, funded primarily from public sources (Salamon et al. 2013 ). In parallel with other places, the political and social environments in which NPHSOs operate in Israel have altered dramatically in the last decade. These changes relate mainly to the growing international perception of the relations between nonprofits and government as a partnership, and to the increasing dependency of government upon NPOs for the delivery of social services under contract. In recent years the partnership approach has become the prevalent model for nonprofit-government relations in developed countries, linking the two in a wide assortment of fields (Bode and Brandsen 2014; Salamon and Toepler 2015) . Relying on theories of New Public Governance, describing the pluralistic nature of the contemporary state, in which multiple actors contribute to the policymaking system and the delivery of public services (Dickinson 2016; Osborne 2006) , the partnership approach emphasizes the interdependence between the state and various other social actors -including nonprofit organizations -and sees the emergence of widespread patterns of collaboration among them. In contrast to the New Public Management approach, which emphasizes reliance on the market to take on functions formerly performed by governments, New Public Governance emphasizes the significant strengths that nonprofit organizations can bring to the provision of publicly-financed services (Salamon and Toepler 2015) . There have been claims that, due to their proximity to specific user groups, nonprofit organizations have a significant advantage over other providers of public services by contributing unique knowledge, innovative skills, flexibility, and an ability to mobilize resources such as volunteers and private charitable resources (Bode and Brandsen 2014) . However, while the current policies relating to government-NPO relations in different countries are replete with the language of partnership and collaboration, in many instances they display distinct power inequities. There is a large degree of variation in the success of these collaborations, and even though it may appear that the collaboration has been achieved, it may well be in name only (Furneaux and Ryan 2014; Phillips and Smith 2014) .
In Israel, the adoption of the New Public Governance approach has become evident in the expansion of contracting-out of social services to nonprofits, and the government's adoption of several mechanisms and processes aimed at building partnerships with NPOs. The most notable among these are the round-tables of government ministries, NPOs, philanthropic foundations and businesses, which have served as the basis for the establishment of several cross-sector social initiatives and projects (Almog-Bar 2016).
NPHSOs are major providers of government-funded social services to children, youth, and people with disabilities in Israel. This large group of NPHSOs is highly dependent on the government not only for its funding, but also for the relevant work conditions, regulation, and supervision (Schmid 2003) . However, these organizations have an additional role in enhancing human and social rights, in order to protect and advance the well-being of the clients they represent: advocacy, an essential component of their mission as civil society organizations. This study aims, therefore, to shed light on NPHSOs perceptions of advocacy, and the tactics they employ in the current era of New Public Governance.
The present article begins with a presentation of the literature on the advocacy tactics and modes of operation of NPHSOs. The following section describes the research method used. The findings of the study are presented according to the two main themes: the perception of advocacy as partnership and the use of insider tactics to achieve insider status; and insider status as the facilitator of more aggressive outsider tactics. The article ends with the presentation and discussion of the implications of the findings for NPHSOs advocacy in an age of New Public Governance, and suggested directions for future research.
Advocacy Tactics and Modes of Operation of NPHSOs
The literature presents an extensive range of potential advocacy activities that NPHSOs may use in their efforts to influence public policy. They are usually grouped into clusters that include: legislative advocacy; administrative advocacy; grassroots advocacy; judicial (legal) advocacy; electoral advocacy; media advocacy; research and public education; coalition building, and direct actions (Casey 2011; Guo and Saxton 2010; Reid 1999; McCarthy and Castelli 2002) .
Which advocacy tactics do NPHSOs use in their efforts to influence public policy? Several studies suggest taxonomy of different types of tactics and activities. Berry and Arons (2003) divide nine different advocacy tactics into two groups: The first comprises legislative, aggressive, and confrontational tactics, including those such as lobbying for a bill or policy; testifying in hearings; releasing research reports, and encouraging members to call or write to policy-makers. The second group comprises less aggressive administrative tactics. These include more cooperative forms of interaction such as meeting with government officials; working in a planning or advisory group; responding to requests for information, and socializing with government officials.
In their research Berry and Arons (2003) found a strong tendency among the NPOs they surveyed in the USA to rely on administrative advocacy and cooperative tactics. The authors suggest that the consistent strategic approach of most nonprofit leaders who work with government is to create relationships that enhance the position of their organization within the governmental process. The key for these leaders is to understand what government bureaucracies want from NPOs, build those capacities into the organization, and develop personal relationships with the policy-makers whose decisions affect the nonprofit. As trust is established, the nonprofit hopes it will increasingly be integrated in the governmental process, and will be able to work alongside policymakers. They conclude that "nonprofit leaders do not think so much of tactics of advocacy as they do of ways to insinuate themselves inside government" (Berry and Arons 2003, 104) .
Similarly, Onyx et al. (2010) found that Australian nonprofits are much more likely to undertake institutional than radical advocacy action. Such actionswhich the authors term "advocacy with gloves on" -are perceived as more professional, enabling organizations to establish constructive working partnerships with the government, and facilitating access to policy-making processes, while protecting them from punishment and governmental repression.
Other scholars have presented similar findings, revealing that activities vis-à-vis government agencies such as correspondence with, visiting, or calling government officials -which are perceived as "softer" and less demanding, and relying on the expert power of professionals -are the most prevalent tactics among NPHSOs in different countries. By contrast, more radical, confrontational tactics such as protest activities and grassroots lobbying are the least prevalent (Buffardi, Pekkanen, and Smith 2017; Donaldson 2007; Salamon and Geller 2008; Schmid, Bar, and Nirel 2008; Verschuere and De Corte 2015) .
Some studies use a more common classification of activities, differentiating between insider and outsider strategies and tactics (Gais and Walker 1991; Gormley and Cymrot 2006; Onyx et al. 2010) . Insider tactics are intended to change policy through direct work with policy-makers and other institutional elites that emphasize working 'inside the system'. Outsider tactics, sometimes termed 'indirect' (Mosley 2011) , refer to extra-institutional tactics that emphasize working outside the system, such as public education; mass media; protests; boycotts, and demonstrations. These studies point to evidence that NPHSOs prefer insider tactics, and use them far more often than outsider tactics. One example of this is their participation in the development or revision of regulations. Such insider tactics are considered particularly important and effective in influencing policy (Bass et al. 2007; Buffardi, Pekkanen, and Smith 2017; Donaldson 2007; Gormley and Cymrot 2006; Hoefer 2001; Mosley 2011) . In line with resource dependence and neo-institutionalization theories, greater use of insider tactics is associated with higher rates of institutionalization and governmental funding (Mosley 2011) . While some researchers argue that dependence on governmental funding neutralizes and obstructs advocacy activities in NPHSOs (Bass et al. 2007; Guo and Saxton 2010; Schmid, Bar, and Nirel 2008) , others report a positive association of governmental funding on the likelihood that NPHSOs will participate in advocacy (Neumayr, Schneider, and Meyer 2013) . Indeed, some report a positive association between governmental funding and participation in advocacy activities, indicating that governmental funding does not obstruct advocacy and causes nonprofit organizations to become more active in it (Berry and Arons 2003; Chaves, Stephens, and Galaskiewicz 2004; Donaldson 2007; Leech 2006; Mosley 2011; Salamon and Geller 2008; Silverman and Patterson 2010) . These studies clearly indicate that increased institutionalization and dependence on governmental funding provide an incentive for advocacy activities, particularly in NPHSOs (Mosley 2011) . According to Mosley, organizations that are dependent on governmental funding may advocate for the protection of vital funding streams that can ensure funding stability. They also build relationships with decision-makers, creating advocacy opportunities that would not otherwise arise.
What can explain the greater use of insider, institutional, and less confrontational tactics by NPHSOs? The processes of privatization and the contractingout of services have led to the growing mutual dependency of NPHSOs and government agencies. Government is increasingly dependent on local nonprofit organizations to provide services, feedback, and expertise in the implementation of programs in relation to social needs. On the other hand, nonprofit organizations are dependent on the government for funding. Such increased collaboration regarding program design, implementation, and evaluation may be making insider tactics part of the routine interactions between nonprofit organizations and government (Bass et al. 2007; Mosley 2011) . In fact, as Berry and Arons (2003) suggest, partnering with government should be seen as a form of lobbying by nonprofit organizations.
Collaborative work creates an opportunity to shape policies and programs, and exert influence. While fundamental decisions about funding and the broad outlines of social policy lie far beyond the reach of nonprofit executives, at the next level of decision-making -regarding the specifics of public policy and the allocation of funds within the sector -the directors of these organizations have a real opportunity to participate in and influence these processes. However, while institutional, insider tactics may ensure access to key players and deliver policy change, in the reality of nonprofit dependency on state resources, a close-knit, elite group of nonprofit organizations may be created that is, in effect, part of the state machinery. These are vulnerable to co-option, and risk the alienation of advocates from their respective memberships and constituencies (Onyx et al. 2010) .
Method
The study presented in this article examined the perceptions of NPHSOs regarding the tactics they employ in order to influence public policy-making, in the context of New Public Governance. In order to reach a deeper understanding of advocacy in an era of New Public Governance, we used qualitative research methods. These provided a basis for examining the subjective perceptions and experiences of NPHSO CEOs with regard to their advocacy activities. They also provided comprehensive insights into the activities and relationships among these organizations and government (Marshall and Rossman 1995) .
Population and Data Collection
The research population included 650 NPHSOs that serve two different target groups: children and youth, and people with disabilities. We chose these organizations because they represent two major areas of social services in Israel, as reflected both in the number of organizations operating in each field, and the scope and variety of services they provide. These organizations were listed in the Israeli Guidestar database of registered nonprofit organizations. Because some of the Organizations included in Guidestar are not active; an initial random sample of approximately one-fourth of the organizations was selected within each target group (a total of 160 organizations). From this list of organizations a sample of 47 organizations was chosen. We chose only organizations that were operating for at least three years and displaying considerable activity in their respective field of welfare. All the organizations received some funding from the governmentmostly through contracts for governmental services -ranging from 50-90 per cent of their total budget. 51 % of the total income of the nonprofit sector in Israel is derived from government funding. However, the share of government funding to social service-providing nonprofits is higher (Almog-Bar 2016).
The main activity of the organizations in the sample was the provision of social services: They did not define themselves as advocacy organizations. Most of the organizations provided direct care, educational services, counseling, and support.
The sample of organizations was varied with respect to age, size, and geographic location.
Data were collected using 47 semi-structured, in-depth interviews (lasting between one and two hours) with CEOs of the NPHSOs. 19 of the CEOs interviewed were women and 27 were men. The interview protocol consisted of openended questions about the policy advocacy activities of the respective organizations; their perception of advocacy, and the tactics they employed; the main spheres of political activity, and their objectives for change. The interviews were recorded, and then transcribed.
Data Analysis
We used a qualitative content analysis design to explore the social meaning attributed to advocacy strategies and tactics. This approach derived from the Insider Status and Outsider Tactics theoretical framework of social construction, which informed our analysis (Berger and Luckmann 1967) . This interpretive paradigm assumes that different actors and institutions construct multiple realities. As a result, the interviews portray a process in which beliefs and ideas are produced socially, and reflect a specific social, cultural, and political context in which interactions and transactions occur. Against this background, we employed a qualitative, thematic analysis of the content to explore the strategies and tactics of NPHSOs, by identifying key issues and arguments as they were constructed in the interviews. To ensure reliable results, two analysts analysed the data. Each one studied all the interviews independently for categories related to the aim of the study (Ryan and Bernard 2000) .
Findings Advocacy as Partnership
The majority of the CEOs interviewed defined their main strategy of advocacy as cooperation, as part of what they defined as their partnership with the government. One CEO explained: "We believe in cooperation and in the need to reach compromises which will allow all sides to achieve their policy goals." Another stated: "We would usually implement strategy of cooperation with an inside and quiet approach." Some contended: "We are looking for solutions, not for wars or struggles" and "We believe in cooperation, they (the government) are our partners, we share the same goals when it comes to serving children with disabilities."
Others claimed that the dependency of these organizations on the government has led to strategies of cooperation:
We want to base our relationship with policy makers on dialogues and negotiations. We have the power to act against them or to develop policy without their cooperation but we know that, if we do that, there will not be opportunities to cooperate with government in the future, and we need them.
Cooperation includes working behind the scenes and quiet, ongoing dialogue with people in the government for reaching compromises and understandings. The main tactics that the CEOs reported were insider, cooperative administrative tactics, including meetings with government officials -mainly people in middle positions in the ministries of welfare and education; participation in government committees, e. g., participating in the development or revision of regulations; responding to requests for information; letter and e-mail correspondence, and deliberating with government officials.
A key component that the organizations perceive as important in their advocacy within the framework of cooperation is their professional expertise. Many of the organizations serve on professional committees and in governmental planning and advisory groups. They therefore try to position themselves as the main suppliers of information and research regarding the relevant issues. They present information about services and clients to the government, using this to highlight problems, move issues to a higher status on the agenda, and initiate policy solutions and services for the populations they serve.
Another insider tactic that many organizations use is forming and utilizing personal connections with people in government, including socializing with government officials. The CEO of a large organization serving people with hearing impairments explained that he devotes a lot of effort to maintaining personal relationships with government officials and ministers and members of parliament. When a government committee, dealing with large-scale reform in the Israeli educational system, ignored the special educational needs and services of people with hearing impairments, representatives of the organization used their personal ties to approach the Minister of Education at a social event, and requested her help. The next day, the organization received an invitation to a meeting with the head of the government committee. The Minister of Education followed the committee discussions, in order to ensure that this issue would be thoroughly discussed.
Another CEO explained: "When needed, we send people that we know, who have connections in the right places." While forming good connections with people in positions of authority may support the organization in its efforts to change policies, it can also restrain the ability of NPHSOs to confront government. One CEO commented: This is a small country and we all (people from NPHSOs and from government) have known each other well for a long time, and meet occasionally at social events … It's very hard to even imagine going against these people, as they [have been] involved so much in our services and daily work. Sometimes there are disagreements between us, but advocacy in the sense of going against these people, against our friends in government, is something that we cannot afford to undertake, and do not want to. We appreciate and need these people … Thus, the cooperative form of advocacy is also a function of the dependency of NPHSOs on the government and the fear of sanctions.
What kinds of issues and aims are promoted when advocacy is framed as partnership? Analysing the different examples of advocacy activities cited by the CEOs in the interviews, it is clear that most NPHSOs are greatly concerned with issues related to the specific populations they serve and their immediate problems. Far-reaching societal issues relating to more broadly-defined populations are not usually part of their advocacy work. The CEO of an organization serving children with visual impairment explained:
We are part of a coalition of many organizations of people with disabilities, and we work together to change broad issues related to this group of people in society, such as accessibility. However, most of the time we (the organization) work alone … promoting issues that are specific and very important for blind children, such as Internet accessibility in school. No other organization cares about it or understands the problem as we do.
Most of the organizations promote issues related to governmental budget allocations. However, a distinction needs to be made between two different sets of issues: The first comprises issues dealing with securing or increasing budgets for an organization's maintenance and survival; of ensuring current governmental subsidies and financial support or increasing future governmental support, or matters related to the NPHSO's tax payments. The second set of issues concerns advocacy about the adequacy and appropriateness of governmental responses to social needs, including expressing concerns about changes in policy, entitlements, benefit levels, and social investment, as well as advocacy in support of new investment, new policy and innovative approaches to addressing social problems.
While the line between these two sets of issues is not always clear, it is important to note the difference between them. The first is characterized by the organization's self-interest, and focuses on its survival in the institutional environment (Mosley 2012) . The second focuses more on the clients' needs and the services they receive. Most organizations interviewed in the study reported advocacy efforts and campaigns related to the second set of issues, focusing more on clients' needs and rights than on organizational survival and maintenance. This included new legislation that they proposed and promoted (more than 25 proposals of legislation), focusing on rights and services for their clients.
Insider Status and Outsider Tactics
Most of the organizations in the study emphasized their preference for cooperative strategies and their efforts to achieve insider status in policy-making processes through the use of tactics associated with institutional, administrative tactics, such as meetings, ongoing dialogues, and socializing with people in the government. Achieving insider status was perceived as important, as it facilitates accessibility to decision-making processes, and secures organizational legitimacy. However, together with the predominance of such insider tactics, many NPHSOs described the common utilization of tactics such as exerting pressure on government officials through the media and elected politicians. One CEO explained:
We tend towards the direction of cooperation, quiet and insider dialogue. But sometimes there is a need to pressure government through media and politicians. Unfortunately, we have learned that, in order to get things done by government in Israel, you need to be aggressive, to exert pressure … even to get [such] simple things [done] as enforcing existing laws.
Another CEO stated:
I have learned over the years that, in working with government, cooperation only brings limited achievements. If you want to achieve comprehensive changes and real achievements, you need to be ready to act aggressively against the ministries, to form strong coalitions against the relevant ministries and to exert pressure through the media.
Most organizations referred to the use of both insider and outsider tactics when they explained their advocacy modus operandi. As one CEO explained:
Our advocacy strategy is cooperation and professional compromise that is constantly accompanied by the willingness to [apply] public pressure on government through the media. We will usually start with professional, quiet dialogue, [and] will try to reach professional compromises, but if it does not happen, we will turn to a louder mode of operation, [and] will try to create supportive public opinion and media pressure. We will present people with disabilities (who are our clients) in the media and will use our political connections.
However, many organizations contended that the employment of outsider tactics is possible only after establishing good connections with people in the government, establishing the organization as an expert in its field of service and the government as dependent on the organization's knowledge and provision of services. It seems, therefore, that the organizations are firstly concerned with establishing and strengthening their insider status through the use of insider tactics and only later, after achieving this status, will they turn to more aggressive outsider tactics.
Outsider tactics are usually employed as a reactive pattern to policy actions by the government, and are not usually the organization's first choice. In one case, an organization of parents to children with developmental disabilities on the autism spectrum heard rumors that the Ministry of Health was planning to violate the right of disabled children to receive public rehabilitation services and severely cut the budget of the treatment center that is the main public facility for such children in northern Israel -one of the largest facilities in the country.
After unsuccessful meetings with ministry officials, they decided to publish an advertisement in a leading daily newspaper, accusing the ministry of abandoning these children, and calling it to protect them rather than harming them. One day after the publication of the advertisement, the Ministry of Health announced that it would not cut the center's budget. The CEO of the organization explained that the ministry is deeply dependent on the existence of this center, as the only such facility in the north of the country, serving hundreds of children and providing services that the ministry itself does not supply, including diagnostic services:
They are scared of us. They know that we have some influential parents in our board, who have good connections with Channel Two on television, and have the capacity to embarrass the ministry … Yes, we need their budgets to run the center, but they need us to keep their jobs in the ministry and in the government … Theoretically, they can replace us with another provider, but they won't do that. We have the facilities, the knowledge, the expertise, and the good reputation. So, yes, I would usually approach the officials in the ministry and try to work things out between us. But sometimes it does not work and then I will turn to the media or to politicians.
While the most common outsider tactics used were pressure through media and elected politicians, thirty (30) organizations reported that, in recent years, they had appealed to the Supreme Court against government ministries and institutions. Others were involved in strikes and in demonstrations in front of government ministries and parliament. In a few cases the organizations attacked government officials personally, delegitimizing them in the media. As mentioned above, many organizations were involved in lobbying activities as part of their attempt to promote new legislation in parliament, mostly through coalitions of NPHSOs. In most of these cases, the government opposed the legislation; e. g., the Subtitles Law, ensuring that television shows include subtitles for people with hearing impairments, or the implementation of the Rehabilitation Day-care Centers Law, which proclaims the right of children with disability to a day-care center with rehabilitation services.
Although lobbying is not restricted by law in Israel, it could carry some harsh consequences for the NPHSOs that have contracts with the government. The NPHSOs participating in the study mentioned a few risks and penalties that they associate with lobbying in particular and outsider tactics in general. One of the CEOs explained: "High officials in the ministries perceive our efforts to be involved in policy-making as an attempt to cause them personal and professional damage, and are looking for instances where they can punish us." The "punishments" consisted of delays, mainly in relation to the amount of time taken to deal with issues and obtain governmental approval.
Another penalty is the labeling of the organization as one that opposes the government, thereby de-legitimizing both its management and its services. This can sometimes lead to threats of cutting the organization's budget, and to its exclusion from meetings and consultations. However, when specifically asked about this, none of the organizations could cite an instance when the government carried out such threats. One CEO stated that: "The threats are always in the background of our activity, but I do not think that they will cut our budgets. They have never done so." Some CEOs contended that the use of more aggressive, outsider tactics leads the organization to a position of more power and respect in the eyes of the government:
In my experience, our efforts to affect policy and the fact that we say out loud what we think has more of a positive effect than negative consequences or risks for the organization. We have no reason to be afraid, as they respect us for our professional services.
Another CEO commented that "the professional power and prestige of the organization, as well as the fact that -while we rely heavily on government budgets -we have budget sources from donations, limiting the ability of government to harm us." Thus, while the organizations are aware of the risks associated with outsider activities, they do not perceive this as a realistic threat to their survival.
Discussion and Conclusions
This article presents findings on advocacy tactics employed by NPHSOs in Israel in their efforts to influence governmental policies. These NPHSOs frame their advocacy as partnership with the government; they widely use cooperative, administrative, institutional, and insider tactics; they try to achieve insider status in order to secure their participation in decision-making processes and attain a better position from which to promote policy issues (Berry and Arons 2003) . The importance that they attribute to achieving insider status can be explained by their high dependency on the government for funding and legitimacy as part of the contracting-out culture: These organizations now supply more services for the government than they used to do in the past and, in order to survive in their new environments and secure these resources, they wish to retain this support (Schmid 2003) .
These findings are consistent with other studies that suggest a preference among nonprofits for insider, softer, and less-confrontational tactics (Almog-Bar and Schmid 2014; Buffardi, Pekkanen, and Smith 2017) . Verschuere and De Corte (2015) , contend that the choice of softer-insider advocacy tactics is especially the case for nonprofit organizations that are active under third-party government, in which they have developed strong ties with the public sector for implementing social services. The findings of this study reveal that, in the Israeli case too, NPHSOs that have been accepted by policy-makers as legitimate players and part of the partnership with government, wish to reinforce their status by using insider, cooperative tactics.
However, the study reveals that the tendency towards the use of insider tactics is accompanied by a variety of aggressive, confrontational, outsider tactics. These include exerting pressure through the media and politicians; appealing to the courts; participation in coalitions with other nonprofit organizations; aggressive lobbying, mobilizing and educating the public, and participation in demonstrations. The utilization of outsider tactics was reported among all kind of NPHSOs and did not vary with the length of their existence, the extent of government funding they received, or the size of their budget. The use of insider tactics did not limit that of more aggressive, outsider tactics; rather, the achievement of insider status through insider tactics gives the organizations a better position from which they feel more competent to challenge and confront the government through the other kind of tactic.
Since the government under 'partnership' policies is highly dependent on NPHSOs for information and the delivery of certain services, provider organizations that have insider status can attain more power. This is often translated into the utilization of tactics that challenge the government. While organizations are aware of the risks associated with implementing outsider tactics, it does not seem to restrict their use of them.
While the findings of this study support the argument that contracting-out of governmental services to nonprofits, as part of the partnership between the two sectors, gives NPHSOs more opportunities to influence policy (Mosley 2011) , it challenges the notion that this is mainly done by using insider, cooperative tactics (Berry and Arons 2003; Mosley 2012; Onyx et al. 2010) . They also reveal how organizations can use their insider status to attain more power and legitimacy, and thus influence the government from the outside.
Partnership in the age of New Public Governance entails greater mutual dependence between government and nonprofits (Salamon and Toepler 2015) : The NPHSOs need government funding, while government relies almost entirely on NPHSOs to supply its services. The government lacks the infrastructure, mechanisms, technologies, and knowledge for supplying social services, and therefore has become dependent on NPHSOs (Bode and Brandsen 2014) . Thus, NPHSOs are firstly concerned with establishing their insider status, using cooperative tactics to ensure a steady flow of resources through contracts and governmental support. Later, after achieving this status, they feel confident to turn to more aggressive tactics, utilizing their relative power as major providers of social services, with professional knowledge and expertise, and close relations with clients. In line with the argument of Resource Dependence Theory, NPHSOs continue to make efforts to change the power-dependence relations with their environment, and increase their autonomy, engaging different strategies (Pfeffer and Salancik 2003) . In this way, the organizations develop their distinctive competence and organizational capacity, in an attempt to increase the dependence of government on the services that they provide. As we found in this study, one significant way in which the efforts to change the power-relations with government is being carried out is through the adoption of both insider and more aggressive outsider tactics. Salamon and Toepler (2015) contend that one of the major concerns about government-nonprofit collaboration relates to the ability of nonprofits to pursue their advocacy or lobbying responsibilities while working closely with government agencies. Overall, the findings of this study imply that the shift towards increased government funding to nonprofits, and the policy emphasis on creating partnership and dialogue between the two parties as part of New Public Governance, may increase NPHSOs' opportunities to influence government, using a wide variety of tactics. The findings suggest that these organizations can be important players in social policy-making, and should be understood as interest groups who mobilize resources in order to create policy change -and not only as service providers (Bass, Abramson, and Dewey 2014) .
In the Israeli case, rather than strictly conforming to governmental policies, these organizations strive to represent their clients and protect their rights, and not only advance their organization's self-interest. While most of the advocacy efforts do not call for over-arching, fundamental changes in social policies (Buffardi, Pekkanen, and Smith 2017) , they still focus on policies and services related to the needs of vulnerable populations within the large, diverse communities of people with disabilities and children. Moreover, while partnering with the government, the organizations are not afraid of criticizing and challenging governmental policies related to the populations they serve. They clearly are willing to adopt aggressive tactics against government, even if this risks their cooperative relations with public managers. This suggests that, while operating within a more complex environment than before, NPHSOs in the age of New Public Governance can still find ways of fulfilling their advocacy roles as civil society organizations representing and promoting the rights of their clients.
However, as Onyx et al. (2010) remind us, while institutional, insider tactics may ensure access to key players in government and deliver policy change, in the reality of nonprofit dependency on state resources, a close-knit, elite group of strong nonprofit organizations may be created. In this context, it seems that policies of partnership between government and nonprofits are intensifying the growing polarization between large, often multiservice nonprofits mainly funded by government and small, community-based organizations that often lack adequate funding and staffing, as well as close connections with government (Smith 2012) . Thus, it may be that partnerships policies reinforce the voice of strong nonprofits which become a part of a close-knit community of policy-makers, while distancing smaller, less professional civil society organizations from forums of policy making. This leaves the latter with even fewer opportunities than before to influence public policy.
The findings point to the need for further research into the different ways in which NPHSOs exploit the opportunities to influence policy that have been created as a result of partnership with government. Additional studies are also needed in order to better understand the NPSHSOs' motivations and aims of policy advocacy that are related to governmental budget allocations. The findings reveal that the desire for budget expansion is clearly one of the major motivations for policy advocacy by NPHSOs. However more in-depth research is needed in order to distinguish between the different aims related to budget expansion, and especially between budgets for service improvement for clients and those for organizational maintenance and survival.
Finally, it is important to note that the findings of this study should be understood in the specific national, structural, and cultural context in which these organizations operate. However, they may be helpful for understanding advocacy tactics in other locations where policies of partnership inspired by the New Public Governance approach exist.
